
Attached are documents provided at the Planning and Licensing Committee by the 
Planning Officer informing Members of additional information received subsequent to 
the publication of the agenda.  
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Page 35 15/01183/OUT – Land at Hollin Lane, Middleton

CONSULTATIONS

Highways and Engineering consultation response on page 47 – under junction capacity, bullet point 5 
should state that the LINSIG junction capacity assessment was used to assess the capacity of the 
Hollin Lane and Rochdale Road junction.   Bullet point 6 should also refer to Rochdale Road. 

REPRESENTATIONS

546 letters of objection and 3 letters of support have been received to date. Many of these objection 
letters were received in the last few days and some are from the same addresses. Approximately 
340 of these objections are copies of a standard letter from addresses in Middleton, Oldham, 
Heywood, Radcliffe, Bury, Ramsbottom, Bacup, Blackley and Rochdale. Given the number of late 
objections, it is not possible to summarise all points raised. Many of the points are noted in the 
report and some of the additional points are summarised below:

 No proven need for the developments - Middleton population has declined by over 2000 
people and there are 800 houses for sale in the Middleton area.

 Greater Manchester Health and Wellbeing legislation, to which RMBC is a signatory, 
mandates that areas of social and urban deprivation, into which Langley and Hollin estates 
fall, are required to be provided with green spaces for wellbeing and amenity. Developing 
these spaces will remove that ability. 

 TW and WH are taking advantage of RMBC’s lack of an agreed or up-to-date UDP and the 
replacement Core Strategy has not been agreed. RMBC is therefore targeting all the 
remaining greenspace land in Middleton. Middleton is being targeted to meet the Borough 
quota of large housing developments at the expense of its green space. 

 Lanes cannot cope with any future development as traffic is already congested and 
development would have a negative impact regardless of traffic control measures.

 Increase in flood risk to Hollin Lane and surrounding area, drains will be overburdened and 
fields will no longer store water. 

 Additional traffic including construction traffic will accelerate need for highway repairs.
 Potential for increased crime and anti-social behaviour if the properties are bought to rent.
 Houses would have an oppressive impact on surrounding houses and would be over-bearing, 

out-of-scale and out of character in terms of its appearance compared with existing 
development in the vicinity of Hollin Lane and Langley Lane.

ANALYSIS

Transport and Highway Implications

Capacity of the Highway Network

 When assessing junction capacity, we can only consider the effects upon a junction if a step 
change occurs. A step change is when a junction’s status changes from within its capacity to 
above its capacity. 

 Different transport models are used to assess junction capacity. The LINSIG programme is 
used to assess the capacity of signalised junctions. In relation to the junction of Hollin Lane 
and Rochdale Road, assuming a worst case scenario with a 10% margin of error applicable to 
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this model, all three developments together would add up to 5 vehicles to the existing 
queue length at this junction. 

 The PICADY programme is used to assess non-signalised junctions. In relation to the junction 
of Hollin Lane and Langley Lane, assuming the worst case scenario with a 15% margin of 
error applicable to this model, all three developments together would add up to 6 vehicles 
to the existing queue length at this junction.

 Paragraph 32 of the NPPF states that development should only be prevented or refused on 
transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.  
Officers consider that the addition of up to 5 vehicles to the existing queue length at the 
junction of Hollin Lane with Rochdale Road and the addition of up to 6 vehicles to the 
existing queue length at the junction of Hollin Lane and Langley Lane would not be severe.  
In addition, it must also be recognised that the application includes junction improvements 
with an additional lane proposed at the latter junction.   

 In respect of all other junctions, including the junction of Langley Lane and Heywood Old 
Road, the analysis demonstrates that no step change or severe effects would occur.

CONCLUSION

Following the clarification from highways noted above, whereas the applicant’s assessment 
demonstrates that with all three developments, a step change would occur at one junction, officers 
consider that there are two junctions where a step change would occur resulting in two junctions 
operating at or above capacity in the PM peak. Officers consider that the residual cumulative 
impacts of the developments would not be severe (which is the test of national policy) and a refusal 
on this ground could therefore not be substantiated on appeal.

__________________________________________________________________________________

Page 109 15/01195/OUT – Land at Langley Lane, Middleton

CONSULTATIONS

Highways and Engineering consultation response on page 121 – under junction capacity, bullet point 
5 should state that the LINSIG junction capacity assessment was used to assess the capacity of the 
Hollin Lane and Rochdale Road junction.   Bullet point 6 should also refer to Rochdale Road. 

REPRESENTATIONS

565 letters of objection and 3 letters of support have been received to date. Many of these objection 
letters were received in the last few days and some are from the same addresses. Approximately 
340 of these objections are copies of a standard letter from addresses in Middleton, Oldham, 
Heywood, Radcliffe, Bury, Ramsbottom, Bacup, Blackley and Rochdale. Given the number of late 
objections, it is not possible to summarise all points raised. Many of the points are noted in the 
report and some of the additional points are summarised below:

 No proven need for the developments - Middleton population has declined by over 2000 
people and there are 800 houses for sale in the Middleton area.

 Greater Manchester Health and Wellbeing legislation, to which RMBC is a signatory, 
mandates that areas of social and urban deprivation, into which Langley and Hollin estates 
fall, are required to be provided with green spaces for wellbeing and amenity. Developing 
these spaces will remove that ability. 
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 TW and WH are taking advantage of RMBC’s lack of an agreed or up-to-date UDP and the 
replacement Core Strategy has not been agreed. RMBC is therefore targeting all the 
remaining greenspace land in Middleton. Middleton is being targeted to meet the Borough 
quota of large housing developments at the expense of its green space. 

 Lanes cannot cope with any future development as traffic is already congested and 
development would have a negative impact regardless of traffic control measures.

 Increase in flood risk to Hollin Lane and surrounding area, drains will be overburdened and 
fields will no longer store water. 

 Additional traffic including construction traffic will accelerate need for highway repairs.
 Potential for increased crime and anti-social behaviour if the properties are bought to rent.
 Houses would have an oppressive impact on surrounding houses and would be over-bearing, 

out-of-scale and out of character in terms of its appearance compared with existing 
development in the vicinity of Hollin Lane and Langley Lane.

ANALYSIS

Transport and Highway Implications

Capacity of the Highway Network

 When assessing junction capacity, we can only consider the effects upon a junction if a step 
change occurs. A step change is when a junction’s status changes from within its capacity to 
above its capacity. 

 Different transport models are used to assess junction capacity. The LINSIG programme is 
used to assess the capacity of signalised junctions. In relation to the junction of Hollin Lane 
and Rochdale Road, assuming a worst case scenario with a 10% margin of error applicable to 
this model, all three developments together would add up to 5 vehicles to the existing 
queue length at this junction. 

 The PICADY programme is used to assess non-signalised junctions. In relation to the junction 
of Hollin Lane and Langley Lane, assuming the worst case scenario with a 15% margin of 
error applicable to this model, all three developments together would add up to 6 vehicles 
to the existing queue length at this junction.

 Paragraph 32 of the NPPF states that development should only be prevented or refused on 
transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe.  
Officers consider that the addition of up to 5 vehicles to the existing queue length at the 
junction of Hollin Lane with Rochdale Road and the addition of up to 6 vehicles to the 
existing queue length at the junction of Hollin Lane and Langley Lane would not be severe.  
In addition, it must also be recognised that the application includes junction improvements 
with an additional lane proposed at the latter junction.   

 In respect of all other junctions, including the junction of Langley Lane and Heywood Old 
Road, the analysis demonstrates that no step change or severe effects would occur.

CONCLUSION

Following the clarification from highways noted above, whereas the applicant’s assessment 
demonstrates that with all three developments, a step change would occur at one junction, officers 
consider that there are two junctions where a step change would occur resulting in two junctions 
operating at or above capacity in the PM peak. Officers consider that the residual cumulative 
impacts of the developments would not be severe (which is the test of national policy) and a refusal 
on this ground could therefore not be substantiated on appeal. 



UPDATE FOR PLANNING AND LICENSING COMMITTEE 12.01.16

15/01001/FUL - Bamford Hall

This update report is intended to be read alongside the main report and is intended to supplement 
the information and analysis within that report.

REPRESENTATIONS

65 additional letters of objection have been received. Generally, the issues raised are the same as 
those already included within the ‘Representations’ section of the main reporting, however 
additional points are as follows:-

An objector has commissioned ‘Townscape’ – Chartered Town Planning and Heritage Consultant to 
comment on the planning application as follows:-. 

 Believes that no impact assessment has been carried out of non-designated heritage assets.
 The applicant’s site is outside of land directly associated with the Fenton Family in so much 

of the landscaped are immediately surrounding the former Hall. For this reason considers 
this element of significance as low.

 Has not seen any archaeological report for the application site that provides any evidence to 
the two lost buildings so the evidential value is questionable.

 Considers the significance of the ice house is low.
 The pond is located within open agricultural land and the map regression within the heritage 

report confirms that the pond was never a feature of a man made landscape or formal 
gardens of Bamford Hall. Therefore he believes it is more likely than not, that the pond was 
used as a supply of water to cattle and for crops rather than part of a formal landscape. The 
stone edging could have been provided to ensure the pond doesn’t collapse from cattle. The 
pond is informal with little or no ornamentation that would be expected from a formal 
water body contributing to a formal landscaping park. I also note that no historical evidence 
has been provided to accurately determine the historical nature of the pond. The pond due 
to its informal nature is of low significance.

 Pleasure grounds were often designed in a formal manner and used for the purposes of 
establishing the overall character of the owner and the estate as a whole. He notes that no 
evidence has been provided to determine the actual design of the pleasure grounds and I 
believe that the grounds referred to are merely a woodland walk within a natural woodland. 
Their significance is classified as of medium heritage significance and I would suggest their 
significance as low on the basis of the woodland being natural woodland and no evidence 
provided to justify its actual historic design or appearance.

 He believes that the heritage potential of the site is low significance and the lack of 
evidential and historic value does not provide enough justification to support the very 
special circumstances for development within the greenbelt. The heritage report relates to 
the historic potential of the former Bamford Hall as a whole, however, the application site 
was part of the farmland owned by the Bamford Hall estate and did not form part of the 
formal garden area.



 The application does not provide for any management plan/schedule of works or 
implementation strategy for the securing of the identified heritage assets.

 As you will be aware, the assessment of ‘very special circumstances’ needs to be assessed 
carefully providing the applicant has provided the relevant information in order for the 
council and indeed the wider public to be sure of the public benefit of such a scheme. In the 
absence of a full and detailed setting assessment on adjacent heritage assets, I believe it is 
unlikely that the application as above, without such an assessment can be supported. The 
impact of the proposal, its architectural appearance and siting, and the harm on the 
openness upon the greenbelt, cannot be demonstrated and is also contrary to paras 128 and 
129 of the NPPF.

 I note that Places Matter commented the proposal should be presented to them again once 
firm plans were in place. This assumes that Places Matter were presented with a draft 
scheme and their comments do not support the application as submitted for this planning 
application.

Other comments from objectors including the Birtle Trust and the Norden Area Forum.

Note - objectors are raising concerns which in the main are contained within the Officers report.  
However late objections are summarised as follows: - 

 I object to this proposal of building an over-sized house, a building which will be of no public 
benefit, in a setting which is on the protected Green Belt area

 I do not believe the proposed building would fit the exceptional circumstances required to 
add to and enhance the beauty of the surrounding area.

 The proposed dwelling is completely out of scale and character to the surrounding built 
heritage.

 The proposed dwelling uses materials and techniques completely out of character with its 
environment.

 The Applicants are anxious to persuade Officers and the local community that the usual 
Green Belt protections should suspended in relation to this scheme because "very special 
circumstances" apply. I cannot see how it can be concluded that such circumstances exist for 
the Following reasons;

The Ice House- The ice house on site could be protected by a normal Grade 2 or 
other Listing.
The Heritage Report , in the public domain is only a Draft item. Why are Councillors , 
Officers and other interested parties expected to make a decision on such a key item 
on the basis of a draft item?
The Pond - this is not a unique feature of the Site many similar ponds exist in the 
area. The historical use of this facility was for the hydration of grazing livestock and 
that is the best use for it.
Woodland Management- This could be achieved by utilizing statutory provision and 
Forestry Commission Regulation, without imposing such an inappropriate structure 
on this sensitive environment.

 The purpose of the building as a family abode does not infer any community benefit, as such 
this is the destruction of green belt for the benefit of one family rather than the community 
as a whole.



 I fear that a property this size may attain the status of a place of worship, which would result 
in substantial traffic congestion on route used by the emergency services

 The case presented for 'benefits for non-designated heritage assets' is here, at best, 
inconclusive. Is there really water-tight evidence that the proposed vast development would 
be in any way of benefit to the area's heritage?

 The proposed development would change forever the beautiful rural outlook of the area 
which has been enjoyed by many local residents and visitors for many, many years.

 A development of this size on green belt land deserves a much more public consultation 
than has taken place. For example a display at the Norden Forum, notices in public places 
around Norden, information giving meetings.

 I do feel this will set a precedent for further developments within the Green Belt.

Letter of support 

1 letter of support has also been submitted and it commented that: - 

 Rochdale can only benefit from additional innovative architecture forming part of our housing stock. 
As a town we are desperately short of investment and high quality development. Whilst in principle 
not building on Green Belt is a good one, Government Policy allows and encourages certain 

ANALYSIS

Impact on non-designated heritage assets

An impact assessment was in fact carried out by the applicant’s Heritage Consultant as required by 
Paragraph 128 of the NPPF and is contained within the applicant’s Heritage Statement (which is not 
a draft document). The Heritage Assessment identifies the former stables (now Garden Cottage and 
Bamford Hall Cottage), below ground archaeology, the pond and icehouse as potential non-
designated heritage assets. 

The applicant’s Heritage Statement identifies the potential for some below ground archaeology on 
the site. Greater Manchester Archaeological Advisory Service raised no objection to the proposals 
and recommended a condition requiring a Written Scheme of Investigation. This is now included 
within the Recommendation.

The objector’s heritage consultant considers that in addition to this the original entrance to the Old 
Hall (now Bamford Hall Lodge), historic boundary walls and other landscape features should be 
considered. This is not considered to be reasonable. Bamford Hall Lodge is some distance from the 
proposals and screened by the landscape and tree cover. Its fabric and setting would be unaffected 
by the proposals. Stone boundary walls are extremely common throughout the Borough and it is 
questionable whether given their commonality they can be described as heritage assets. To require 
an impact assessment every time the setting of a stone wall is affected would clearly be 
disproportionate. 

The applicant’s Heritage Statement and the officer report identify the impact on the icehouse and 
pond as positive. The officer report also identifies the impact on Bamford Wood as positive. These 
positive enhancements would be to the fabric of these assets and would be brought forward by 
suitable planning conditions (nos. 13-15 and 17-19). The original setting of the pond, icehouse and 



woodland is long destroyed and much modified. Their significance is in their fabric and their location 
as remnants of the former Fenton Estate. Their setting can be altered quite radically without any 
adverse impact on their significance. There is no doubt that there would be an impact on the setting 
of these non-designated heritage assets through these proposals due to the construction of a 
substantial dwelling in close proximity to them. However, this would not be harmful to the 
significance of the heritage assets and the proposals would lead to positive benefits.

The applicant’s Heritage Statement states that the aspect, siting and design of the house will avoid 
an adverse impact on the former stables (now dwellings) and their setting, helped by the existing 
perimeter planting which screens the site from the east but indicates that further screening may be 
needed. Nevertheless, like the icehouse and pond, their significance is in their fabric and their 
location as remnants of the former Fenton Estate and their original setting is long lost. Now, the 
most important aspect of their setting is the formal courtyard that they sit around, rather than the 
wider landscape. The new dwelling would be visible from both properties, although to a lesser 
extent from Bamford Hall Cottage, and there would be some limited tandem views of the former 
stables and the new dwelling, albeit from within the site. The proposed landscaping plan (secured by 
condition 15) demonstrates further landscaping on this boundary and it is not considered that there 
would be a harmful impact on the setting of these non-designated heritage assets, rather it would 
be neutral.

Very special circumstances

There was some debate at the Rochdale Township Planning Sub Committee about what precisely the 
very special circumstances being put forward as outweighing the identified harm to the Green Belt 
are. As such, it is considered useful for Members to set them out plainly. In summary therefore:-

Inappropriate development

1. The development is a new building in the Green Belt and is therefore inappropriate 
development, harmful by definition to the Green Belt. It is not included in the list of 
development considered appropriate in the Green Belt in either Paragraph 89 or 90 of the 
NPPF, nor identified as appropriate in any policy in the UDP. 

2. For the avoidance of doubt it is not considered that the dwelling is a replacement for the 
former Bamford Hall, demolished in the 1940s, or that the site comprises previously 
developed land. The site is considered to be greenfield. If there were buildings previously on 
the site they were demolished many years ago and do not represent any fall-back position.

3. As a consequence the applicant must demonstrate ‘very special circumstances’ if the 
development is to proceed. These very special circumstances must outweigh the in principle 
harm to the Green Belt and any other harm identified.

Identified Harm

4. The development would harm the openness of the Green Belt (openness being defined in 
this context as an absence of development, rather than any particular visual impact). 

5. The development does not have an impact on any designated heritage assets. It is therefore 
not necessary to demonstrate that the development has any ‘public benefits’. The 



development has a positive or neutral impact on non-designated heritage assets which 
needs to be weighed in the balance when determining the application.

6. No harm has been identified to any other interests (for example residential amenity or 
highway safety) or the potential for harm can be mitigated by appropriate planning 
conditions (for example ecological matters). 

Very special circumstances

7. The development is considered to be an example of a dwelling of ‘exceptional quality’, truly 
outstanding or innovative. It is not considered to be an attempt to replicate a Palladian villa 
but is influenced by this architectural style. Good modern design does not seek to replicate 
the architectural styles of the past but instead takes influence from them and produces 
something different. It is considered that this scheme has done this very successfully. 
Paragraph 55 of the NPPF allows for such development to go ahead in the countryside. 
Previous Inspectors’ Decisions and cases from across the country have established without 
doubt that Paragraph 55 compliance is capable of being the ‘very special circumstances’ 
required to outweigh identified harm to the Green Belt. 

8. Paragraph 63 of the NPPF states that when determining applications, great weight should be 
given to outstanding or innovative designs which help to raise the standard of design more 
generally in the area. Paragraph 62 of the NPPF states that in assessing applications, Local 
Planning Authorities should have regard to recommendations from the design review panel. 
‘Places Matter’ was supportive of the scheme and their recommendations have been 
incorporated. As such, the design quality of the dwelling is considered to comprise the ‘very 
special circumstances’ necessary to outweigh the identified harm to the Green Belt. 

9. The scheme also includes proposals for enhancements to the icehouse, pond and Bamford 
Wood, bringing forward positive benefits to the historic landscape. These are all considered 
to be non-designated heritage assets. It is considered that these benefits can be secured by 
suitable planning conditions. Positive benefits to heritage assets are well established as 
comprising very special circumstances e.g. through enabling development and it is 
considered that combined with the design quality of the proposed dwelling that positive 
benefits to heritage assets comprise the very special circumstances to outweigh the 
identified harm to the Green Belt. 

Public Benefits

The heritage consultant writing on behalf of one of the objectors to the scheme states that the 
‘public benefits’ of the scheme to heritage assets have not been demonstrated. This in fact confuses 
two separate policy tests. Paragraphs 133 and 134 of the National Planning Policy Framework set out 
that where either ‘substantial’ or ‘less than substantial’ harm would take place to designated 
heritage assets then the public benefits of the scheme must be weighed in the balance, and in the 
case of ‘substantial’ harm, must outweigh the harm or loss. 

However, the identified heritage assets in this particular case are non-designated. No designated 
heritage assets are affected by the proposal. Historic England has not yet responded to the request 
for the icehouse to be listed and it remains a non-designated heritage asset. A different policy test 
therefore applies. The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset 



needs to be taken into account and a balanced judgement is required having regard to the scale of 
any harm or loss.

No harm has been identified to non-designated heritage assets. The impact on non-designated 
heritage assets is either neutral or positive. As such, there is no requirement to demonstrate public 
benefits of the proposals. The test of acceptability falls back on the Green Belt test of ‘very special 
circumstances’, which do not necessarily need to be in the public interest. 

In any event, it is considered that the very special circumstances; namely the creation of an 
outstanding dwelling in the countryside and the positive benefits to non-designated heritage assets 
are in the public interest. The exceptions to a normally restrictive policy on new dwellings in the 
countryside in Paragraph 55 of the NPPF would not be contained within national planning policy if it 
was not considered that there was some public interest in bringing this type of development forward 
in such circumstances. Paragraph 126 of the NPPF is clear that conservation of the historic 
environment brings forward wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits.

RECOMMENDATION

Additional condition relating to a Written Scheme of Investigation as follows:-

23 No development shall take place until the implementation of a programme of archaeological 
works to be undertaken in accordance with a Written Scheme of Investigation (WSI) has 
been secured and which has been prepared by the appointed archaeological contractor and 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development 
shall not be occupied until the site investigation has been completed in accordance with the 
approved WSI. The WSI shall cover the following: 

(a) A phased programme and methodology of site investigation and recording to include: 
- targeted field evaluation trenching 
- (depending upon the evaluation results) a strip map and record exercise 
- targeted open area excavation 
(b) A programme for post investigation assessment to include: 
 - analysis of the site investigation records and finds 
 - production of a final report on the significance of the archaeological and historical interest 
represented. 
(c) Provision for publication and dissemination of the analysis and report on the site 
investigation. 
(d) Provision for archive deposition of the report, finds and records of the site investigation. 
(e) Nomination of a competent person or persons/organisation to undertake the works set 
out within the approved WSI. 

Reason - To protect the significance of any archaeological remains on the site in accordance 
with Policy BE/10 of the adopted Rochdale Unitary Development Plan and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
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